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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This communication is in response to the Application filed on 09/08/2003. 



Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: "extractsboth" 
on page 4, paragraph 4, line 2). 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 1-3, 6-7, 9-10, and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lumelsky (US 6,081 ,780, issued on 06/27/2000) in view of Meredith 



(US 5,796,916, issued on 08/18/1998). 
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As to claims 1 ,9, and 13, Lumelsky discloses a method and system for speech 
synthesis comprising: receiving a spoken utterance (see Abstract and Figure 2A 
element 107) (e.g. The latter reference represents the input microphone); extracting one 
or more prosodic parameters (see col. 8, lines 64-67 and col. 9 lines 1-4, and col. 17, 
lines 25-31) (e.g. The latter reference is provided for the signal processor that analyzes 
the speech signal) from the spoken utterance; decoding the spoken utterance to provide 
a recognized word (see col. 20, lines 37-40); synthesizing a nominal word (e.g. The 
applicant refers to the nominal word as synonymous to synthesized word) 
corresponding to the recognized word (see col. 13, lines 42-43); and generating a 
prosodic mimic word using (see col. 16, lines 62-65) the nominal word (see. col. 16, line 
46) (e.g. It is inherent that speech consists of words) and the one or more prosodic 
parameters (see col. 16, lines 45-50). Further, Lumelsky discloses the use of software 
codes being executed by a processor for the steps described above (see col. 17, lines 
17-25). However, Lumelsky does not specifically disclose the alignment of the spoken 
utterance and the synthesized word. Meredith does disclose the alignment of the 
spoken utterance to the synthesized speech (see Abstract). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skilled in the to art at the time the invention was made to have 
combined the speech synthesis for an utterance as presented by Lumelsky by the 
alignment of the utterance and the synthesized word presented by Meredith. The 
motivation to have combined the two references include the improvement in intonation 
(see col. 3, lines 5-10). 
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As to claim 2, Lumelsky discloses wherein the one or more prosodic parameters 
include pitch (see col. 13, line 62). 

As to claim 3, Lumelsky discloses wherein the one or more prosodic parameters 
include timing (see col. 13, line 63) (e.g. It is inherent that duration includes timing). 

As to claim 6, Meredith discloses comprising temporally (see col. 4, lines col. 4, 
lines 37-53) (e.g. The reference indicates the use of intervals and a pitch point marking) 
aligning phones (see col. 3, line 5) (e.g. Phones are synonymous to phonetic symbols) 
of the spoken utterance and phones of the nominal word (see Abstract). 

As to claim 7, Lumelsky discloses comprising converting the prosodic mimic word 
into a corresponding audio signal (see col. 13, line 28) (e.g. It is inherent that the signal 
is in audio since the synthetic version is played back in the headset). 

As to claim 10, Lumelsky discloses wherein the decoder comprises a speech 
recognition engine (see col. 20, line 38-39). 

As to claim 12, Lumelsky discloses comprising a storage device (see col. 17, line 
22) including executable instructions (see col. 17, line 21) for speech analysis and 
processing (see col. 17, lines 17-20). 

6. Claims 4, 8,11, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lumelsky and Meredith as applied to claims 1 , 9, and 13 above, and 
further in view of Cameron (WO 02/097590 A, published on 12/05/2002). 

As to claim 4, Lumelsky and Meredith do not specifically disclose wherein the 
one or more prosodic parameters include energy. Cameron does disclose the one or 
more prosodic parameters (see page 29, line 2) include intensity (see page 29, line 2) 
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(e.g. It is implied that energy is being considered since intensity is the energy density). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the methods and system presented by Lumelsky and 
Meredith with the addition of a prosodic parameter, intensity, presented by Cameron. 
The motivation to have combined the references include the increase in quality of the 
synthesized speech from the actual speech recorded (see page 29, line 3-5). 

As to claims 8, 1 1 , and 14, Lumelsky and Meredith do not specifically disclose 
the spoken utterance received by a telephone input device and the prosodic mimic word 
provided to a telephone output device. However, Cameron discloses the use of a 
portable telephone (see page 5, paragraph 5, line 4) input device (see page 5, 
paragraph 6, line 1) and the prosodic mimic word (synthesis and presentation of 
commands to the user) (see Abstract and page 18, paragraph 2, lines 1-8) is provided 
to a telephone output device (see page 5, paragraph 6, line 2). Further, Cameron 
discloses the use of a user interface (see Abstract) utilizing a mobile phone (see page 
18, line 7 and page 5, paragraph 5, line 4) (e.g. It is inherent that a portable telephone 
encompasses a mobile telephone). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined the methods and 
system presented by Lumelsky and Meredith with the speech synthesis applied to a 
telephone. The motivation to have combined the references involves the suggestion by 
Lumelsky on a cellular telephony (see col. 21, line 26). Further, the implementation of 
speech synthesis methods on a mobile phone allows voice dialing and voice command 
recognition (see Cameron, page 2, paragraph 2). 
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Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Sharman (US 5,682,501) is cited to teach a speech synthesis that outputs an 
audio signal according to the prosodic parameter. Abe (US 5,940,797) is cited to teach 
a method of synthesizing speech from actual speech using prosodic parameters. 
Sharma et ai (US PGPub 2004/0056907) is cited to teach prosody based audio and 
visual recognition. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paras Shah whose telephone number is (571)270-1650. 
The examiner can normally be reached on MON.-FRI. 7:30a. m.-5:00p.m. EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xiao Wu can be reached on (571 )272-7761 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

P.S. 

02/21/2007 

XIAOWU 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



